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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This Action is in response to the Response for Application Number 1 0/521 ,379 
received on 2/24/2010. 

2. Claims 1-2, 4-10, and 13-14 are presented for examination. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

3. Claims 1-2, 4-10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

Claim 1 recites the limitation, "receiving a control instruction from a selected 
network component." It is unclear to Examiner if the recited "a selected network 
component" is referring to the network component selected in the preceding limitation. 
If this is the case, it is recommended that the limitation be amended to "the selected 
network component." 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 
35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 

4. Claim(s) 13-14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention 
is directed to non-statutory subject matter. 
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Claims 13 recites "a floor controller, the floor controller being a network 
component". Applicant's Specification does not provide an explicit definition of a 
network component. Therefore, this component, in its broadest reasonable 
interpretation, may be interpreted simply as a software component. As such, claim 13 
includes an embodiment entirely made up of software (i.e. computer program). Claim 
14 recites that the floor controller may be co-located with the data source, which may be 
interpreted as the floor controller is software at the data source. As such, claim 14 
includes an embodiment entirely made up of software (i.e. computer program). 

Computer programs claimed as computer listings per se, i.e., the descriptions or 
expressions of the programs are not physical "things". They are neither computer 
components nor statutory processes, as they are not "acts" being performed. Such 
claimed computer programs do not define any structural and functional 
interrelationships between the computer program and other claimed elements of a 
computer, which permit the computer program's functionality to be realized. 

M.P.E.P. 2601 .1 Section I states, "Since a computer program is merely a set of 
instructions capable of being executed by a computer, the computer program itself is 
not a process and USPTO personnel should treat a claim for a computer program, 
without the computer-readable medium needed to realize the computer program's 
functionality, as nonstatutory functional descriptive material." 

Claims 13-14 do not provide the computer-readable medium needed to realize 
the program's functionality and as such are not limited to statutory subject matter and 
are therefore non-statutory. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1 ) an application for patent, published under section 1 22(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

Claims 1-2, 4-6, 10, 13-14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Karpoff (US 7299290). 

1 . Regarding claim 1 , Karpoff disclosed a method of controlling a floor controller, 
the floor controller being a network component belonging to a group of network 
components in a communications network, the group of network components configured 
to receive a data stream from a data source, the method comprising the steps of: 

the floor controller selecting from the group of network components, a network 
component for controlling the data source (Karpoff, col. 17, lines 20-25, Karpoff 
disclosed authenticating the client, upon successful authentication, allowing the client to 
requests data streams); 

receiving a control instruction from a selected network component of the group of 
network components, the control instruction relating to a control of the data source 
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(Karpoff, col. 15, lines 42-45, col. 17, lines 55-57, Karpoff disclosed the client requesting 
via HTTP); and 

in response to receipt of the control instruction from the one of the group of 
network components, the floor controller triggering translation transformation of the 
control instruction into an appropriate session control command and forwarding the 
session control command to the data source (Karpoff, col. 17, lines 25-45, Karpoff 
disclosed in response to client requests, the server provides control messages in 
different format to the data source in order to not violate security; col. 18, lines 44-47, 
Karpoff disclosed using an RPC request; col. 15, lines 60-67, Karpoff disclosed the back 
end communication between server and controller using SDR). 

Claim 13 includes a floor controller with limitations that are substantially similar to 
claim 1, and is therefore rejected under the same rationale. 

2. Regarding claim 2, Karpoff disclosed the limitations as described in claim 1 , 
including wherein the step of receiving a control instruction includes controlling the data 
stream (Karpoff, col. 15, lines 60-67). 

3. Regarding claim 4, Karpoff disclosed the limitations as described in claim 1, 
including the step of the floor controller initiating a streaming, gaming or gambling 
session as part of the data stream (Karpoff, col. 15, lines 60-67). 
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4. Regarding claim 5, Karpoff disclosed the limitations as described in claim 1, 
including the floor controller conferring direct access to the data source and floor 
control, temporarily to one of the group of network components (Karpoff, col. 17, lines 
20-25, col. 18, lines 32-40) 

5. Regarding claim 6, Karpoff disclosed the limitations as described in claim 1 , 
including the step of the floor controller passing control of the data source by instructing 
one of the network components to take over session control upon receipt of a request 
for session control from one of the network components (Karpoff, col. 17, lines 20-26, 
Karpoff disclosed upon client authentication, the server allowing the client to have 
control by requesting data streams). 

6. Regarding claim 10, Karpoff disclosed the limitations as described in claim 1, 
including performing one of an authentication and authorization relating to one of the 
network components and control instructions (Karpoff, col. 17, lines 20-25). 

7. Regarding claim 14, Karpoff disclosed the limitations as described in claim 13, 
including wherein the floor controller is a mobile or stationary terminal and is configured 
as a proxy component or is co-located with the data source (Fig. 15, 112, 150). 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 7-9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Karpoff (US 7299290) in view of Maggenti et al. (US 2002/0086665). 

8. Regarding claims 7-9, Karpoff disclosed the limitations as described in claim 1 . 
Karpoff did not explicitly state establishing a session control channel for receiving 
control instructions only between the floor controller and the selected network 
component of the group of network components, or establishing session control 
channels for receiving control instructions between the floor controller and two or more 
network components of the group of network components, or establishing a floor control 
channel between the floor controller and one of the network components. 

In an analogous art, Maggenti disclosed using separate channels between client 
devices and floor controller for control instructions including floor control ([0052]-[0053]). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to incorporate the channel usage as disclosed by 
Maggenti within the teachings of Karpoff in order to simplify the task of interpreting 
message types. 
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Response to Amendment 

Applicant's arguments and amendments filed on 9/9/2009 have been carefully 
considered but they are not deemed fully persuasive. 

Applicant's argument regarding the controller devices of Karpoff are irrelevant 
since the argued feature is not claimed. 

Examiner disagrees with Applicant regarding teaching a "selected network 
component" for controlling the data source. As shown in the rejection, the teachings of 
Karpoff may be implemented within an authorization setting in which only devices that 
are properly authenticated are selected to be allowed to control the data source. 

It is the Examiner's position that Applicant has not yet submitted claims drawn to 
limitations, which define the operation and apparatus of Applicant's disclosed invention 
in manner, which distinguishes over the prior art. 

Failure for Applicant to significantly narrow definition/scope of the claims and 
supply arguments commensurate in scope with the claims implies the Applicant intends 
broad interpretation be given to the claims. The Examiner has interpreted the claims 
with scope parallel to the Applicant in the response and reiterates the need for the 
Applicant to more clearly and distinctly define the claimed invention. 
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Conclusion 

Examiner's Note: Examiner has cited particular columns and line numbers in 
the references applied to the claims above for the convenience of the applicant. 
Although the specified citations are representative of the teachings of the art and are 
applied to specific limitations within the individual claim, other passages and figures 
may apply as well. It is respectfully requested from the applicant in preparing 
responses, to fully consider the references in entirety as potentially teaching all or part 
of the claimed invention, as well as the context of the passage as taught by the prior art 
or disclosed by the Examiner. 

In the case of amending the claimed invention, Applicant is respectfully 
requested to indicate the portion(s) of the specification which dictate(s) the structure 
relied on for proper interpretation and also to verify and ascertain the metes and bounds 
of the claimed invention. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to J. Bret Dennison whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
3910. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8:30am-5pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Tonia Dollinger can be reached on (571) 272-4170. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
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Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



/J Bret Dennison/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 2443 



